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REMARKS 

The Examiner is thanked for the examination of the application. In view of the 
remarks that follow, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and 
withdraw the outstanding rejections. 

Claims 1 -1 6 are pending. By this Amendment Claims 1 , 3, 8 and 1 0 are 
amended to correct an informality. New Claims 17-19 are added. 

Claims 1 - 8 and 10-16 have been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 5,754,708, hereinafter Hayashi, in view of U.S. Pat. 
No. 4,813,078, hereinafter Fujiwara. Claim 9 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Hayashi, Fujiwara and U.S. Patent No. 
6,504,949, hereafter Matsukubo. 

The Examiner alleges, among other things, that Hayashi discloses a halftone 
dot characteristic detecting section that detects a halftone dot characteristic 
indicative of a halftone dot in image data, referring to column 12, lines 35 - 37, and 
Figure 10(4). However, Hayashi does not disclose a halftone dot characteristic 
detecting section that detects a halftone dot characteristic indicative of a halftone dot 
in image data. 

Instead of detecting halftone dot characteristics indicative of a halftone dot in 
image data, Hayashi detects peak pixels and dip pixels. See column 12, lines 10 - 
24. Peak pixels and dip pixels are not halftone dot characteristics indicative of a 
halftone dot. It is only from determining the periodicity of the peak pixels that a 
dotted image area can be discerned according to the teachings of Japanese Laid- 
Open Patent Publication No. 109656/1988. The mere existence of a peak pixel, and 
even the density of peak pixels would not determine whether or not the pixel was a 
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halftone dot characteristic indicative of a halftone dot. Thus, Hayashi does not 
detect a halftone dot characteristic indicative of a halftone dot, instead Hayashi 
determines if a region is a dotted image area. See column 12, lines 40 - 44. 
Hayashi does not detect individual characteristics. 

Accordingly, Hayashi does not teach or suggest a halftone dot characteristic 
detecting section that detects a halftone dot characteristic indicative of a halftone dot 
in image data. Thus, Hayashi is more deficient than appreciated by the Examiner. 

The Examiner does recognize that Hayashi does not teach a first counter that 
counts the number of halftone dot characteristics detected by the halftone dot 
characteristic section. To overcome that deficiency, the Examiner relies upon 
Fujiwara. In particular, the Examiner relies on the teaching in Fujiwara of a counter 
for counting the number of binary dot characteristics exist in a region. The Examiner 
appears to suggest replacing the periodicity determiner of Hayashi with the "first 
counter" in Fujiwara that counts the number of binary dot characteristics in a region. 
However, since Hayashi does not detect binary dot characteristics, as explained 
above, adding the first counter of Fujiwara to Hayashi would be meaningless. 

Furthermore, for the requisite reasoning, the Examiner states that the 
motivation for so modifying Hayashi is to "aid in the recognition of characters in the 
detected character regions" (emphasis added), citing column 6, lines 45 - 55, of 
Fujiwara. However, the Examiner's reasoning is misplaced. The Examiner is 
modifying the portion of Hayashi that is used to detect dotted image areas. That 
portion of Hayashi has nothing to do with character recognition. Accordingly, the 
alleged motivation for the modification has nothing to do with the section being 
modified. 
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In KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc. , 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1741, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 
(2007), the Supreme Court stated that, for rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based 
upon a combination of prior art elements, "a patent composed of several elements is 
not proved obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was, 
independently, known in the prior art." "Rejections on obviousness grounds cannot 
be sustained by mere conclusory statements; instead, there must be some 
articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion 
of obviousness." In re Kahn . 441 F.3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 1329, 1336 (Fed. Cir. 
2006). Applicant submits that, in this situation, there is no articulated reasoning with 
some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness. 

Accordingly, Applicant submits that: 

(1 ) Hayashi does not teach or suggest the claimed combination that includes a 
halftone dot characteristic detecting section; and 

(2) The alleged motivation for the modification has nothing to do with the section 
being modified. 

In paragraph 4 of the Office Action the Examiner states that "Hayashi does 
not disclose... that said first region and said second region are different regions." 
Applicant notes that this is not a requirement of Applicant's claims. 

New claim 1 7 recites wherein the first counter determines whether or not the 
target pixel in the first region belongs to a halftone dot region based on the count. 
Claims 18 and 19 contain similar recitations. These features are not disclosed by 
any of the cited references. 

For the reasons states above, it is requested that this application be allowed. 
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In the event that there are any questions concerning this response, or the 
application in general, the Examiner is respectfully urged to telephone the 
undersigned attorney so that prosecution of the application may be expedited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc 
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